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I.  'f  ATCI-MiT  OP  PROBLEM 
To  determine: 

1116  f.ui!.irc  Pr.-ncigles  of  employment  of  tactical  nuclear  wca^s  (THW) 
in  the  Central  Region  in  order  to  make  use  of  them  more  appropriate  ^ 
to  the  Political  coals  of  the  United  States  and  a unified  Europe  and 
iralcc  flexible  response  more  efficient  an  I credible. 

thn  manner  in  which  they  should  bo  integrated  into  the  overall  force 
structure. 

II.  ASSUMPTIONS 

A.  Tactical  nuclear  weapons  are  currently  one  component  of  the  concept 
of  realistic  deterrence. 

B.  IIATO  will  maintain  the  concent  of  forward  defense. 

c.  The  strategic  nuclear  stalemate  between  the  superpowers  will  continue, 
1).  Today,  MATO  conventional  forces  arc  not  sufficient  to  contain  an 

all-out  conventional  attack  by  the  Warsaw  Pact  in  the  Central  Region. 

E.  A U.S.  military  Presence  will  continue  in  Western  Europe.  Its  site 
and  composition  nay  change  in  the  near  future. 

F.  There  is  a continuous  trend  toward  the  political  unification  of 
Western  Europe. 

III.  DEFINITIONS 

A.  Tactical  nuclear  Weapon  ("»,)  . a nuclear  weapon  whose  employment 
is  limited  to  the  Combat  Zone. 

Cuick  Reaction  Alert  (OKA)  - an  alert  posture  assumed  by  celccted 

missile  firing  units  (Pershing)  and  interdiction  aircraft  with 

"uploaded"  weapons,  programed  for  predetermined  targets  in  a counter - 

surprise  strike.  Their  range  capability  exceeds  that  of  the  combat 
zone. 

Field  Storage  Location  (FGL)  - NATO  term  describing  a nuclear  weapon 
storage  location  other  than  a permanently  constructed,  peacetime 
special  ammunition  storage  (SAG)  site.  It  normally  is  used  in 
connection  with  deployment  of  nuclear  weapons  .just  prior  Lo  the 
outbreak  of  hostilities,  or  thereafter. 

MATO  Triad  - components  of  flexible  response,  i.e.  conventional 
forces,  TNW,  and  strategic  weapons. 
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Dice  tin:  now 

A.  Facts  and  constraints: 

1.  Political  ~ 

a.  With  strategic  parity  and  the  Warsaw  Pact's  conventional 
strength  advantage  over  WATO,  T:¥  ore  assuming  an  increasingly 
significant  role  within  the  Triad  of  Flexible  Hesnonsc. 

b.  The  nuclear  iion-Vrol  if  oration  Treaty  limits  weapons  ownership 
to  the  United  States  and  the  United  kingdom  within  NATO. 

Also,  West  Germany  has  renounced  nuclear  vn-aoons,  yet  wants 

to  retain  influence  in  the  employment  of  these  weaobns  in 
NATO. 

c.  .before  unification  of  Western  Europe  occurs,  a European  T ;.V 

capability  is  unlikely  to  be  created  due  to  current  noli  fcical 
conditions. 

d.  At  the  present  time,  it  is  in  the  interest  of  Western  Europe 
that  a U.S.  conventional  and.  TNV  presence  is  maintained,  and 
the  U.u.  provide  a strategic  nuclear  umbrella. 

e.  There  are  several  national  European  views  that  have  to  be 
considered  in  TNW  employment,  e.g.  ADHs , high  yields,  etc. 

f*  It  is  in  thG  interest  of  the  U.S.  to  avoid  the  "trip  wire" 
effect,  i.e.  the  automatic  escalation,  from  conventional  to 
TIT//  or  strategic  weapons. 

g.  The  cost  of  stockpile  modernization  win  be  considerable. 

2.  Military /Strategic  - 

a.  Tib/  capacity  is  still  primarily  a U£.  ncpx-mononoly  in 
Western  Europe.  The  existing  capacity  of  France  and  the 

United  .ingdom  is  of  minor  significance.  Yet,  it  is  a force 
we  may  count  on. 

b.  Part  of  our  present  stockpile  can  bo  conceived  by  the 
Warsaw  Pact  as  being  a first  strike,  strategic  threat. 

It  could  encourage  a preemptive  strategy  on  their  part. 

c.  Current  comrnand-and-control  and  release  procedures  are 
cumbersome  end  therefore  have  a nega  ivc  influence  on  the 
credibility  of  our  deterrence. 


j.  Tactical  - 

a.  There  is  a significant  shortfall  jn  the  corana tibility  of 
our  current  TIM  stockpile  mix  and  its  employment  doctrine. 

b.  There  has  been  a trend  in  th-  last  tliroe  years  to  reduce 

the  number  of  TNW  storage  loe.nl.ionG  and  consolidate  them  at 
fov/er  cites. 

c.  The  psychological  environment  in  Wes  tern  Society  nuts  MATO 
at  a disadvantage  in  nuclear  warfare. 

d.  Training  for  the  nuclear  battlefield  is  deficient  in  the 
Alliance.  There  are  indicators  that  the  Warsaw  Pact'  has  an 
edge  on  the  West  in  this  reg;  rd. 

4.  Technical  - 

(<vOV  a.  The  size  of  our  current  TNW  stockpile  is  possibly  excessive. 


It  is  coposed  of  d irty  wea.no ns  systems  v/hose  technology 
represents  the  state-of-the-art  of  the  1950‘s  and  early  Iy60's 
with  few  exceptions. 

b.  A quantum  .jump  in  weaoous  technology  will  be  available  in 
Lho  near  future.  Tailored  effects,  exotic  kill  mechanisms, 
decision  gu5 dance  and  fusing,  more  dependable  and  sophis- 
ticated PAL  equipment  and  weanon  destruction  and  denial 

devices  are  some  of  the  weapons  .improvements  on  the  horizon. 

13.  ••RI1ICIPLKS 

1.  Flexibility  - 

a.  policy  for  the  use  of  ThV  in  Europe,  regardless  of  who  owns 
„he  weapons,  will  require  mutual  agreement  of  nil  parties, 
to  include  the  U.S. 

b.  Policy  for  the  u„e  of  TlfW  should  be  flexible,  providing  for 
both  a "couoled"  and  an  "un-counled"  response  of  U.I3.  and/or 
western  European  TfJV/,  i.e.  a response  involving  eventual 
escalation  to  use  of  strategic  weapons  or  one  in  which  such 
eventual  use  is  precluded. 

c.  Within  the  TNW  element  of  the  Triad,  there  must  be  an  ability 
to  tailor  the  intensity  of  use,  i.e.  quantity,  ranges  and 
yields  of  the  weapons  used. 
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1.  The  First  ft,,  option  rof;ardi,„:  'y,,  -lra,jld  b„  , „„,, 

°*  K,Wt",U1W  in  tapUl«  >“*  f l»  rreatly  enhanced  by 

m°'‘"nl21nc  th0  TnU  'to***:  inocrporatinc  such  features 
as  precision  delivery  and  low  collateral  damefe  effects. 

^ '-rfoctivonoe.,  „„d  Simplicity  of  Control  - 

^ th°  C"'"n‘  °f  — lion  till ties,  a friendly  W 
oppnbtlity.in.boi,,.  is  „ „Xtme  dotorront  to  tho  of  „uclo..,x 
weapons  by  the  Warsaw  Pact. 

b.  war  o tratopy  « attempt  to  achieve  ,nl.nImn  collat„ral 

sinco  ‘h®  initial  tmyoto  will  bP  on  or 

near  friendly  soil. 

c*  " onr,ons  technology  and  er  do--mnt  a™  t-  • 

' ni  Cl'  ^°^ont  doctrjne  must  be  constable 
at  any  namt  in  time*. 

b.  To  achieve  ootimum  eff ectiveness , there  must  be  developed 

core  efficient  relea.ee  procedure,  and  command-and-control 
techniques . 

>•  Security  - 

a*  The  0i2e  of  thG  optimal  TI1W  stockpile  mUot  bo  h-<- 

u-  be  driven  by  the 

requirements  of  NATO’s  overall  strategy  and  tactical  doctrine, 

providing  for  the  necessary  decree  of  security  for  the 
weapons . 

b.  To  decrease  the  vulnerability  of  VHV  . 

- y oi  ub/,  optimal  dispersion 

and  mobility  must  be  provided. 

C.  ALTilSNATIVEG 

for  the  °eiCtl°n’  th°r°  arG  diCCUSae<i  £™L  diffGT’Gnt  models 

the  Eu  l ' U"  °f  taCtjCal  “ forces  in 

of  tJZ'Zo  'hGatCr*  ThCy  ^ CmPhaSiZinG  tlln  ^nizational  asnnct 
01  tnn  oroblem  since  unaer  -tln'p  iHo„  , . 

4 . U°  V10W’  the  wil°lG  spectrum  of  political 

Ptretocic  anti  technical  issues  can  lie  ^ a’ 

U °f  U-°-  '™]  tactical  nuclear  weapons: 

' **“  •»«<>"  "favidos  for  an  optimal  flexibility 
1-1  ”*“*  t0  thc  e“>l°y«nt  of  lev  ln  Europe.  They  could 
be  uced  closely  integrated  as  well  as  separately,  thus 

owine  for  both  a total  commitment  of  the  whole  Alliance 
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to  the  Buroowan  I...-I-,  or  limitin;;  the  escalation  of  a 
Europe.™  u.'ir  to  the  uec  of  the  European  nuclear  oomoonoht. 
^ that  JV™oe_„il]  rn.loin  the  =, tutor,  „„rt  of  liATO 
in  the-  near  future,  it  also  nil  our  for  a unified  control 

over  these  weapons  svitpnn  10.,  * 

’ 1,1  T 'V  lncreaiunc  the  credibility 

of  deterrence. 

t.  udnaflynnea::,.;  - Between  the  H.E.  and  Vo* ten,  :<ur0D0  in  the 

rtovolo-'inent  of  doctrines  for  the  o.tploynont  and  the  nrocedurm 
for  the  releam  of  TKW,  a clone  cooperation  is  required. 

Since  those  weul«ion*  hove  to  Provide  for  both  nosdibiUt.-s 
1.0.  the  combined  as  well  as  the  separate  ernloynont  of 

and  Western  European  TIM,  they  will  be  complice  ted  and  difficult 
to  develop. 

A btocknile  solely  in  the  rin tnrlv  n.c  ir  c n 

' ■ ne  GUGtorJy  o’  f.b.  Forces  positioned  in 

tne  Central  Region  (the  current  situation!? 

a.  HY.g.n^qs  - This  alternative  in  in  kceoiny  with  the  snirit 
Dnri  intont  of  the  P°licy  recavdin <;  nuclear  w canon  non- orol it- 
eration. European  NATO  members  would  continue  to  receive 
the  benefit  of  not  having  to  exceed  the  huye  sums  of  money 
and  resources  needed  to  maintain  and  continually  modernize 
a TflW  arsenal.  To  the  American  view,  this  alternative 

maintains  the  ultimate  control  of  the  THV  stockpile  in  U.S. 
hands , 

0.  jJi^clyantafys  - Objections  of  some  political  elements  in  the 
U.h.  to  continued  lartTo  U.d.  Forces  in  durono  nay  eventually 
moact  on  this  element  of  that  presence.  Growing  concern 
witn  the  Peacetime  terrorist  threat  to  storage  sites  in 
Gurope  may  increase  pressures  to  return  the  TKW  stockpile 
to  COUUo.  This  alternative  also  represents  an  aspect  of 
"over-commitment"  and  burden-sharing  imbalance  to  the 
disadvantage  of  tho  IJ.o.  Unanimity  on  dccinion-rnalcin^ 
l'CfT.nrding  the  use  of  these  weapons  is  more  dif  I icult  to 
achieve  under  this  alternative.  j 

A non~V-» --tactical  nuclear  weapon  stockrhlo  provided  in  the  1 
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Central  th.^ion: 

*•  - 1,0lh  «*  «■'■’■  «3  wall  as  the  Western 

wurorcan  countries  could  nursuo  their  own  interests. 

The  United  States  could  avoid  a "tripwire  effect"  and 

■;Ur°VeanS  KmM  *»™  wore  freedom  of  action 
in  u.,rn.,  lid.  as  comnl emen tary  weapons  to  their  oonvent- 
tonal  forces.  This  could  provide  for  a "geographical 
firebreak"  before  escalating  to  the  strategic  level 

- *“"*»*  ««  there  is  no  automatic 
icentity  Of  II. S.  and  Vlcct  Ilui-.-pean  interests  in  the 
conduct  of  war  in  the  Kuroocr,,  "'neater,  tM,  ootlo„ 
MilTht  have  the  effect  that  the  1J.  . "decouple"  from 
the  Kuropean  nuclear  wca.on  capability,  resulting  in 
at  rual  of  the  "strategic  nuclear  umbrella".  Thus 
this  option  weakens  the  credibility  of  the  „.s.  comrut- 

4.  A V r *T"  *"*  the  deterrence  of  the  whole  Alliance. 

~ ~ "/J  '"  °t0Clt  ''Ositloned  OUtrido  Of  the  Cedml 

If**  l,0,  " tm  *°k  “ «*  ov  perhaps  as  far  forward 
DosfJibiu,  as  U.K.:  " 

- iflaseca  - ««■«*  possibility  „f  comp. 
rorrusc,  theft,  and/or  destruction  of  TUI  by  .penetrating 
ene.iy  ground  forces  and  air  forces  rhilo  enhancing 
control  a„u  security  over  the  systems  prior  to  nuclear 
release.  Reduces  probability  of  preemptive  strike  by 
the  :l-.i saw  Phot  to  take  out  longer  ranged  TKW. 

~~  ntd'  ' Significantly  reduces  credibility  that 

" WU1  b°  UaeJ  in  «»  •»*  ntngcs  of  any  conflict, 
thereby  weakening  w.p,.r 

^ ' lu'  r*‘J  n deterrent.  T'7,” ’ intro- 
duction into  tbe  |l,n  + „„ 

'■  'c  ,afUr  initiation  of  hostilities 
would  be  politically  and  nilitavijy  extremelv  H-;r- 
COllChUSIOllS  AIM)  RKCOMISNUtTIOHS  ' 7 dlf‘  lcult- 

A.  Alternative  Nr.  2 has  to  be  the  only  realistic  one  for  today 
■unco  the  political  conditions  for  a Nuroooan  m1K  fero.  do  ^ 
presentiy  exist.  However,  with  the  eventual  realisation  of 
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Assumption  !•'  (see  para  Ii),  Alternative  Nr.  1 ameers  most  desirable 
iron  the  flATO  point  of  vi-  w,  because; 

1.  It  best  satisfies  the  principle  of  fl-xibiJ ity  (see  nnra  TV.B.l) 
which  is  ex von  the  highest  priority  by  tin;  study  group. 

2*  ]t  beGt  Ukec  into  consideration  the  present  situation  within 
the  Alliance  as  well  as  nolitical  trends  in  Western  Hurouc. 

It  is  recognized,  however,  that  this  alternative  is  feasible  only 
if  the  European  oortion  of  the  stockoile  is  developed  in  close 

cooperation  with  the  United  r,i;tca(  and  after  a nolitical  unification 
of  Western  Europe. 

B.  Finally,  some  key  recommendations  for  the  irnai"  'natation  of  the 
nrincioles  mentioned  above: 

1.  Renewed  effort  to  improve  the  command  and  control  sy  a tents  and 
release  procedures  is  absolutely  essential  in  order  to  ODtimize  ■ 
the  CNW  element  in  the  deterrence  equation. 

2.  New  THW  systems  incorporating  the  latest  technology  should  replace 
the  current  stockpile  as  soon  as  possible. 

3.  The  number  of  THW  storage  locations  should  not  be  .further  reduced. 
Any  deficiencies  in  these  sites  regarding  facilities  and  security 
should  be  improved  to  necessary  stand  rds  as  soon  as  possible. 

4.  The  size  of  the  TNW  stockpile  in  Eu.cone  should  bo  decreased  and 
tailored  to  the  policy  of  employment.  This  will  also  reduce  or 
eliminate  the  current  mobility  shortfall. 

5.  NAr,0  should  unilaterally  eliminate  O.UA  v/eaoons  systems  as 
destabilizing,  since  they  can  be  nercoivcd  as  a strategic  threat 
to  the  Warsaw  Pact. 

u.  Considering  the  probability  of  the  future  development  of  a 
European  nuclear  force,  clans  have  to  be  prepared  integrating 
these  forces  into  the  TNW  stockoile  within  the  European  Theater 
as  well  as  into  a new  doctrine  for  their  employment. 

(otlocj&u.  dUsuxs^v-^v, 
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